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even in dramatic output under the growing influence of
the screen. In a film, all direction was clearly " creative " ;
nobody held that an author should " write " a film and then
that a company of players should " act" it scene by scene.
If the theatre should decide to turn its back on creative
direction altogether, and to become a dramatist's platform
only, then many fine talents still attracted to the service of
living drama would go over to the screen because of the
wider, though not necessarily the deeper, scope it offered to
their imagination. The respective resources of stage and
screen had to be considered too. The more the stage con-
fined itself to a simple reproduction of the written drama of
the playwright, the less was its chance of competing com-
mercially with the broad and varied though often tawdry
vision of the screen director. This divergence of scope and
aim between the two arts might well result in an uncom-
mercial drama withdrawing itself into small theatres whose
artists were resolved to hold the living contact of stage
and spectator ; while the movie-houses would grow vaster
and vaster and make more and more inroads * upon the
imagination of writers and the talent of players.
We can now see how far both these tendencies have
already gone ; but if one were asked to fix the time of their
beginning, I would place it about the year 1920. The con-
trasts then were between the director's and the dramatist's
theatre. Later, the issue was confused by the equal avidity
with which the screen devoured the available talent of both
stages, from creative directors like Reinhardt to realist play-
wrights like the author of Journey's End. But in 1920 one
could still indulge dreams of a dramatic theatre as splendid
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